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Abstract 
Providing feedback is one teacher’s inevitable activity in the classroom. The 
feedback may occurs in different learning subjects, one of which is in writing 
course. In this subject, students need the feedback process more than other 
subject. However, not all students’ responded positively to this process of 
feedback. Relevant to the fact, this study was intended to find out the students’ 
responses to their teacher feedback especially in writing course. To that end, 
qualitative research analysis was used to explore and investigate this 
phenomena. Students enrolled in writing course were the main participants in 
this study. Interviews and observation were used as the primary instrument to 
collect the data needed. The result has revealed that students responses vary 
based on their own personal preferences. Some positively responded, some 
responded neutrally and the other responded negatively. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Writing is the most complicated and difficult to learn. Nunan (1999: 271) states that 
producing a coherent, fluent, extended piece of writing is probably the most difficult thing 
to do in language. Writing is something detested and avoided by the students, since it is 
not natural and it must be learned. Martin (2004) describes when we speak, we open our 
mouths and the words flow out easily without thinking about the grammatical correctness 
and mechanics. On the other hand, most writing does not flow out smoothly and we need 
constantly checking for correctness. 
For EFL students, the reason stated above makes them face twofold problems: learn the 
language and achieve writing accuracy. As English is not their native language, it is 
common if students make error in writing, whether in its content or form. Making error is 
a natural part of learning second/ foreign language, and the students will need to work on 
eliminating the error (Lane and Lange, 1993). 
To help students in process of writing, the teacher holds important role. Harmer 
(2001: 261) states that there are three roles of the teacher: as motivator, resource and 
feedback provider. According to Richards and Lockhart (1994), providing feedback to the 
learners is another important aspect of teaching. Feedback is not only correcting students, 
but also offering them an assessment of how well they have done. Nevertheless, in other 
side, teacher faces some problems in teaching writing (Gebhard, 1996), one of these 
problems is the “teacher response” problem where the students do not always understand 
or pay attention to the feedback that given by the teacher on their written work. How the 
students will be better on writing if they do not get the ideas from the teacher feedback. 
Although, some researches show different finding about teacher feedback in L1 and L2 
students (Ferris, 1995; Cohen and Cavalcanti, 1990 found that the teacher feedback is 
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effective to improve students’ writing. On the contrary, Hillocks (1986), Burkland and 
Grimm (1986) in Leki (1990) found different finding), the writer is still curious to find out 
how students’ responses to the teacher feedback on their writing work whether it helps 
them to improve their writing or not, especially for the students who learn English as 
foreign language.  
Feedback is also needed in the process of writing. Although feedback can be carried 
out by the student’s peers or self-correction by the students themselves, teacher’s feedback 
is the most students expect to have. Grape and Kaplan (1996: 378) point out two types of 
responses in writing; they are peer response and teacher response. Peer response means 
your friends/fellows give you some feedbacks on your writing. If you are working on the 
same assignment as another student, this feedback can mean exchanging drafts and 
comments on each others drafts. The advantage of this feedback is that your peers share 
your perspectives on writing and your problem and you may also feel less threatened by 
their feedback. The next response is teacher response; it means you get the feedback on 
your writing from your teacher. Grape and Kaplan (1996: 388) add that teacher can provide 
feedback on a number of forms of writing that are used in the class, teachers can also 
provide feedback in terms of idea production and teacher feedback can be provided by 
having students write evaluation of their essay draft and then discussing these evaluation. 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
This research is going to use qualitative methodology in dealing with the problem being 
investigated. Qualitative is considered appropriate for this problem since it tends to assess 
the quality of things using words, images and descriptions to which the characteristics of 
objects being investigated is relevant (Berg, 2007). In terms of its design, This study uses 
qualitative method which is according to Fraenkel and Wallen (1993) that claim qualitative 
research as ‘research studies that investigate the quality of relationships, activities, 
situations, or materials, emphasize on holistic description, and attempt to both describe in 
detail all of what goes on in a particular activity or situation’; it attempts to understand a 
phenomenon of students’ responses toward teacher feedback on writing work. 
In collecting the data needed the writer took the following procedures; first, 
observation was done by using observation worksheet in order to know the phenomenon 
that appears in the process of teaching-learning in writing class the classroom observation 
class will be done 14 times meeting (twice for each class). In addition, classroom 
observation provides concrete information about what occurs in the classroom that the 
other instruments cannot give. The students’ response to the teacher feedback whether 
facial expression, gesture or the strategies for handling feedback will be captured by 
classroom observation. Second, to collect data about students’ responses to the teacher 
feedback on their writing, the writer uses a questionnaire. A questionnaire consists of some 
elements that relate to the teacher feedback. After that, to complete the data, the interview 
with some students and the teachers will be done. The analysis will be carried out through 
multilayered frame in which data are analyzed at different levels; they are multilayered 
(Cohen and Manion, 1994). 
 
FINDINGS & DISCUSSION 
 
In the interviews, all the subjects expressed that teacher feedback was important; however, 
they did not read over their composition again very often. One of the subjects responded 
that she felt frustrated and bored reading her compositions over and over again as they 
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were the same old mistakes. Another subject expressed that reading the compositions again 
did not help her very much because she did not fully understand the comments and 
corrections. She even said although she could make corrections, sometimes she did not 
understand why the corrections were right. This shows that their teacher’s comments and 
corrections failed to help them internalize the knowledge and skills involved in their 
writing. In short, they could not learn effectively from the corrections or feedback. 
All the interviewees indicated that feedback on grammar was more important than content 
and organization in their questionnaires. However, interestingly, when they were asked to 
think about what kinds of feedback were more important to them in the interviews, all of 
them expressed the view that comments on content and organization were more important. 
When they were asked to reflect clearly on why there were differences in their answers, 
they came up with two reasons. One of them was that they thought grammatical mistakes 
would hinder them from expressing what they wanted to convey. Another one was that 
their English teachers in their junior and senior forms had been emphasizing grammar was 
the most important element. This thus affected the way they viewed grammar. 
They were also asked what kinds of teacher feedback they paid more attention to 
and all of them said they paid more attention to grammar. When asked why they would do 
so, they expressed that their teacher’s feedback mainly focused on this linguistic aspect. 
They said they would pay attention to comments involving content and organization, but 
their teacher’s feedback in these areas was usually very general. They pointed out that most 
comments related to content and organization were non-specific, such as “your ideas are 
not very organized”, “this point is not clear” and the teacher did not give clear explanations. 
They found it unhelpful to their improvement in content and organization, and so they did 
not pay much attention to it. Since their teacher’s comments focused more on grammar, 
they paid more attention to grammar in return. 
When asked what their problems were when they read their teacher’s feedback, the 
interviewees expressed three main problems: a) they did not agree with their teacher’s 
comments because they thought that their teacher misunderstood what they wrote, b) they 
did not understand their teacher’s comments as they were too general and lacked 
explanations, c) they did not understand the grammar terms and correction codes. 
When they were asked to what extent they were familiar with the correction codes, 
they said that they only understood some basic codes, such as tenses, and prepositions. 
When asked why they did not understand the codes, they expressed that they had never 
been explicitly taught what the correction codes referred to. What they had was just a 
checklist of correction codes on the composition sheets. Worse still, they said different 
teachers tended to use different codes, and sometimes the codes had never been explained 
to them clearly. When asked whether they felt teacher feedback was helpful, all of them 
responded that it helped them to avoid and make surface-level mistakes. Again, the 
explained the reason why teacher feedback did not help much with content and 
organization was that it tended to be too general. The researcher ended the interview by 
asking what they hoped teacher feedback would be like. All of them hoped that the teacher 
would point out their weaknesses and strengths in their compositions. They expressed that 
teachers tended to give negative comments and a lot of corrections, which was very 
discouraging and frustrating. Although they did not indicate that their teacher’s comments 
were too negative and discouraging in their questionnaires, their responses in the 
interviews show teachers need to pay attention to affective factors when giving feedback. 
The results of the study indicate that there are several issues writing teachers need 
to be aware of. In the following, these issues will be addressed and their implications for 
teaching will be discussed. The results of the study show that the students did not pay as 
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much attention as they should when compared to how much they valued their teacher 
feedback. It is contended that there are some plausible reasons for such a contradictory 
picture. First, it is suggested that the students’ teacher has been over-emphasizing 
grammatical feedback. However, the linguistic feedback has failed to help the students to 
internalize their linguistic knowledge effectively, so the students do not read over their 
compositions with feedback carefully. Second, the students felt frustrated because they 
found that they made the same grammatical mistakes again and again, so they would skip 
the corrections in frustration. In other words, it is plausible that the students may be familiar 
with the mistakes they have made but they cannot learn from the mistakes or master the 
linguistic knowledge involved. This may explain why more senior form students tended to 
read over their compositions less often as they thought they knew the mistakes. This also 
explains a common phenomenon that teachers keep giving linguistic feedback, but at the 
same time, they complain that their students keep making the same mistakes. 
The issue arising from the above contradictory picture boils down to another 
question: Why do students fail to learn from their teacher’s linguistic feedback? To 
investigate why linguistic feedback is not effective, the way that linguistic feedback is 
given comes into play.  
Despite the above findings, it is too early to conclude that students do not benefit 
from feedback with correction codes or editing symbols at all. It is believed that there are 
some reasons for the failure to learn from corrections. First, it is possible that students may 
not be able to understand the grammatical rules and metalinguistic terms that the teachers 
use, even though they are provided as cues. Second, students basically do not have 
adequate linguistic and pragmatic knowledge for error correction. Third, the use of coded 
feedback “may not give adequate input to produce the reflection and cognitive engagement 
that helps students to acquire linguistic structures and reduce errors over time”. It could 
also be that students are overwhelmed and confused by the large number of correction 
codes. 
Under such circumstances, the problem of failure to learn from corrections may not 
lie in the use of correction codes and editing symbols, but in the way they are implemented 
in the classroom. Teachers, thus, need to employ different strategies to rectify the situation. 
Firstly, it is important that error feedback given with a marking code be handled very 
carefully, especially when the marking codes are grammar-based. To make full use of the 
marking codes, teachers need to ensure that students are clear about the grammar rules 
involved and that metalanguage used is shared between teachers and students. The use of 
terminology also needs to be reconceptualized in case students have difficulty 
understanding it. Teachers then may need to come up with a list of correction codes that 
students can manage and make better use of. This, on the one hand, can help teachers cater 
for the needs of students of various forms and different proficiency levels more 
appropriately. On the other hand, this avoids causing students to become demotivated in 
reading and learning from the marked compositions. In addition, students are usually 
taught by different English teachers throughout the secondary school years and different 
teachers may use different methods to give error feedback. Therefore, teachers should not 
presuppose that  students understand the codes or symbols they use or  that they are able 
to learn from the codes or corrections by themselves. Instead, teachers need to teach them 
explicitly and provide students with ample practice until they can master the metalinguistic 
terms and knowledge to understand the corrections. It is also recommended that students 
should be taught metacognitive strategies to deal with linguistic feedback. It is found that 
the subjects did respond to their teacher’s feedback, but they seldom made use of 
dictionaries and grammar books to deal with the feedback that they did not understand. 
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Teaching metacognitive strategies will let students know that there are other ways to learn 
from feedback and that they are responsible for their own learning to a certain extent. It 
can also promote autonomous learning. 
In this study, it was revealed that the students did value teacher feedback, but they 
had difficulty in making use of the feedback. It is supported by the students’ answers in 
the questionnaires and interviews that they had problems understanding their teacher’s 
feedback because of misunderstandings between them and their teacher. This kind of 
dialogue is highly recommended to be extended in teacher-student conferencing, which “is 
a face-to-face conversation between the teacher and student..” As it has long been pointed 
out that miscommunication imposes difficulty on students and teachers approaching 
revision and giving feedback, teacher conferencing is a good opportunity for both of them. 
It helps students and teachers understand each other’s expectation concerning feedback. It 
also helps teachers understand more about the students’ perspective, past learning 
experience, which will enable them to give better and more personalized feedback to 
individual students more effectively. 
Based on the research findings, it is recommended that teacher-student conferencing is 
more important for senior form students, as there is a higher percentage of the senior form 
students who complained that they did not understand or disagreed with their teacher’s 
comments. The senior form students are of a higher proficiency level, and they need more 
sophisticated skills to write their compositions. Teachers, thus, need to give more feedback 
to help them with their writing, and exchange of ideas will certainly be more necessary. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Teacher-student conferencing is a good opportunity for students and teachers to exchange 
their ideas. However, there are numerous constraints in reality that make it difficult to carry 
this out because teachers may not have time to conduct conferencing with every student 
after every composition. To address this problem, teachers need to pay close attention to 
students who exhibit difficulties in making use of teacher feedback. They can conduct 
editing workshops or postwriting grammar clinics with those particular students, so as to 
demonstrate an instructional approach that fosters closer links between feedback and 
grammar instruction. It is apparent from the findings of the study that the students did want 
to learn from the comments, but because the comments involving content and organization 
were not specific enough to help them improve their writing, the students did not read over 
their compositions with care. 
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